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Abstract 
This study applies concepts of service logic and value to the customer experience. Customer experience is well recognised as a 
critical component of value but it is complex and may consist of multiple, dynamic points of contact that occur over a period of 
time. Further, the co-creation experience itself may provide value and, in certain contexts, value may continue to emerge over 
time. Education is one such context, and it is currently under- researched from this perspective. Hence, we report on a study that 
had two key aims: first, to investigate the link between the co-creation experience and students’ perceptions of on-going 
independent value creation, and second, to test the strength of links between contextual factors contributing to the co-creation 
experience, and consumers’ assessment of that experience. Our conceptual model was tested using a quantitative survey, 
distributed to a range of business students (n = 313) in Newcastle, Australia. Key measures included university facilitation of 
value, customer participation (student engagement, student connectedness), the co-creation experience, and students’ expectations 
about independent value creation. Measures were predominantly drawn from literature in service research and education. 
Structural equation modelling was used to test our hypotheses. Key findings were that university facilitation of value, and 
consumer engagement, are both antecedents of the co-creation experience, but, surprisingly, consumer connectedness is not. As 
proposed, the co-creation experience is directly related to ongoing value-in-use via independent value creation. Thus, the study 
highlights essential components in the design of value-generating processes for students: first, the processes and resources that 
will support a positive co-creation experience and, second, design that will be value-generating in employment and life. We 
suggest that replication and extension in other contexts is warranted, especially to investigate the unexpected result with respect to 
the social context of connectedness.  
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1.  Introduction 
In service logic (SL) and service-dominant logic (SDL), a service offering provides resources with which  
customers interact to gain benefits or value in their lives.  SDL assumes that value is always co-created while in SL 
co-creation represents one phase of value creation (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014; Vargo, 2009).  In either case, 
value requires interactions during which customers engage, with people, with goods, or with technological interfaces 
(Bolton & Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Grönroos &  Ravald, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This engagement has facilitated 
considerable discussion about the concepts of value and value-in-use. While value-in-use is easily understood in 
terms of the service provided by physical products, much less ongoing dialogue has occurred with respect to 
transformational services where there are clear start and fin ish points in the process of co-creat ion and the consumer 
obtains value by drawing on the benefits of co-creation. To address this gap, we use Grönroos and Gummerus’ 
(2014) model, which consists of three phases of value creation. The first phase concerns provider facilitation of 
value, the second phase involves customer/provider interaction via co-creation, and the final phase, ‘independent 
value creation’ (IVC), involves customers gaining on-going value-in-use themselves. In elaborating on ‘Market ing 
as promise management’, Grönroos (2009) emphasises the importance of the first two pha ses to establish the 
foundation for the third. We contend that understanding customers’ views on the factors that contribute to 
independent value creation, or promises arising from their participation in co -creation, warrants investigation and 
has the potential to provide insights into both theory and practice. 
As well as ideas concerned with interaction during co-creation, service literature has recognised the importance of 
the ‘customer experience’ and contributed to calls for research that provide the customer voice and exp lore how the 
customer makes sense of service situations (Baron & Harris, 2008;  Helkkula, 2011; Verhoef et  al., 2009). Meyer and 
Schwager (2007, p. 2) define customer experience as ‘the internal and subjective response customers have to any 
direct or indirect contact with a company’ while Ostrom et al. (2010, p. 24) suggest that the service experience 
encompasses ‘all aspects of the production, delivery, and creation of value considered from the customer’s 
perspective. Obviously, customer experience is context  bound. We are concerned with tertiary education, a complex 
service with many touch points, and where co-creation occurs over a considerable period of t ime. Consistent with the 
definit ion above, we define the student experience as a s et of interactions that lead to a personal reaction. Th is 
reaction may encompass cognitive, social, affect ive and physical/virtual dimensions (Verhoef et  al., 2009) and, of 
necessity, it occurs during co-creation. However, independent value creation is reflected by confidence in the 
outcome of the co-creation experience (in our study, it is graduates who ‘feel equipped and prepared for work’).  
We note that in Grönroos and Gummerus’ (2014) model, value is the same as value -in-use, and customer value 
accumulates across the co-creation (jo int) and independent value creation (customer) spheres. The co -creation 
experience, as we define it, occurs in the joint sphere, and is one component of value. However, overall customer 
value involves both spheres (the co-creation experience, and independent value creation) and may differ substantially  
for different consumers. For example, in tertiary education one student might say “I’m happy with what I’ve gained 
from my university experience (independent value creation) but  I really d idn’t enjoy the process (co-creation 
experience)” while another might disagree, “I loved being at university (co -creation experience) but I don’t think it  
has prepared me very well for work (independent value creation)”.  
In summary, we conceptualise the value co-creation experience during university as the set of interactions that are 
occurring to develop skills and attributes important for employment and post university life. In contrast, perceived 
independent value creation is an assessment of the consumer’s expectations about their ability to gain value-in-use 
into the future; in  our study, this means students’ expectations about the extent to which the learned skills and 
attributes will be present when desired. In light of the above, our study has two major aims: first, to investigate the 
link between the co-creation experience and students’ perceptions of on-going independent value creation, and 
second, to test the strength of links between contextual factors contributing to the co -creation experience, and 
consumers’ assessment of that experience. Our study is important for three main reasons. First, it responds to the call 
to demonstrate the role of customer experience in value creation. Second, we distinguish, yet link, the value co -
creation experience and on-going independent value creation, in the education context. Insights into how co -creat ion 
fosters the final phase of independent value creation can inform transformative services, including education, where 
the service provided during co-creation is intended to provide the consumer with resources for the future. Finally, we 
take account of the increasing importance of the social context by including a measure of customer ‘connectedness’ 
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into our conceptual model. 
2.  Development of hypotheses 
Customer experience is well recognised as a critical component of customer determination of value (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy, 2004) but the concept of customer experience is complex and has multiple meanings (Helkkula, 
2011). Further, the service experience is frequently layered; it consists of mult iple points of contact (or separate 
experiences) that are dynamic and contribute to an overall customer experience (Dean & Rolland, 2014). Education 
is one such context. The interface(s) for experience is interaction (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Interaction arises 
during service, defined as the provision of resources for the benefit of another entity (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014;  
Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Experience is therefore entwined with resource integration and co-creation of value, which  
are elucidated in the theory of service logic (Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013) and service -dominant logic 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 2008; 2014) but theory with respect to the co -creation experience is still emerg ing and the 
area is under-researched (Gummerus, 2013). The co-creat ion experience itself may  provide value, and value may  
continue to emerge as consumers both reflect, and engage in further value-generating processes. We have adopted 
the concept ‘co-creation experience’ from early work on co-creation by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) who 
stated “co-creation experiences are the basis of value” (p. 10). 
In education environments, co-creation is reflected in students’ assessments of their experience, and arises from 
both consumer and provider participation. Hence, we conceptualise co-creation of value during the university 
experience as the set of interactions that lead to confidence about post university life, that is, expectations about 
independent value creation. Co -creation is inherently relational and involves perspectives on both providers and 
customers (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). We consider consumer participation with respect 
to two areas: in-role engagement in learn ing, and student connectedness . Student engagement in learning is defined 
as the extent of involvement in  a range of educationally purposeful in -class and out-of-class activities, developed 
from Zhao and Kuh’s (2004, p. 120) defin ition of the student experience. Engagement in learning is essential if co-
creation is to occur, because the definition of co-creation requires establishment of a collaborative, d ialogical 
platform whereby providers and consumers interact reciprocally to create value (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014).  
Student connectedness is defined as the extent to which students interact and develop relationships with others 
(peers, faculty members and admin istrators) and thereby demonstrate positive feelings of association and belonging 
(developed from Libbey, 2004). Student connectedness is a form of participation in co-creation, aside from the 
direct interaction with the service provider, and it captures the important ro le of the social environment, group 
resources, and network interactions (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006; Chandler & Vargo, 2011). In  distinguishing these 
variables, we propose that: 
 
H1 Student engagement in learning will be positively related to independent value creation  
H2 Student connectedness will be positively related to independent value creation  
 
Provider participation in co-creation (university facilitation) is defined as the consumer’s perception of services, 
interactions and facilit ies provided by the university from which value can be created. This construct measures the 
student’s perception of the first phase in Grönroos and Gummerus’ (2014) model, that is, the extent to which  the 
student perceives that the university is facilitating value for them. We recognise that these facilitation factors are not 
focused only on teaching, but on a wide range of activities  and resources which may be accessed by consumers 
(Hill, 1995). However, because we are focussing on the student’s perception of independent value creation with 
respect to their belief in the promise provided by education, we focus on the quality of facilitation, and the 
provider’s contribution to co-creation. Hence: 
 
H3 Quality of facilitation will be positively related to student connectedness 
H4 Quality of facilitation will be positively related to student engagement, 
H5 Quality of facilitation will be positively related to the co-creation experience 
 
328   Alison M. Dean et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  224 ( 2016 )  325 – 331 
Finally we propose the critical hypothesis with respect to the co-creation experience, that is: 
 
H6 The co-creation experience will be positively related to independent value creation  
 
Overall, we aim to integrate contemporary  thinking about the customer experience with fundamental concepts of 
service logic. Figure 1 shows the model that we test, incorporating the variab les and relationships outlined above. 
The model also shows hypotheses related to proposed mediating paths (H7 and H8). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. Theoretical model and hypotheses guiding the study. 
3.  Methodology 
As the study involves hypothesis testing, a quantitative design was required and a cross-sectional field  study was 
conducted. A survey questionnaire was developed and distributed to students in three capstone courses at the each 
1st, 2nd and 3rd year level in  Business courses. This process ensured that we gained a representative sample of the 
entire undergraduate business school student body. At the beginning of each of the relevant lectures, students were 
provided with a physical copy of the survey and given a brief overview as to the purpose of the study. They were 
given 10 to 15 minutes to complete the survey and then place it in a collect ion box. 
The sample consisted of 313 usable responses. Given the approximate size of the undergraduate student body in 
the School (n = 2000), the sample provides data from 15% of the population. This sample had an equal gender 
representation with 51.2% of respondents being male. The age range of respondents was typically between 18 to  22 
years (81.8% of the sample) with the overall range being from 17 to 54 years. The first language of students was 
predominantly English (78.5%) but the range of backgrounds included Korean (7.7%) and Chinese (5.7%). Other 
interesting features of the sample are that 42.0% of respondents were ‘First in Family’ to attend a university, and 
23.7% of students were not completing paid work while studying. 
As explained in the introductory section, five factors were identified and measured. The measures for these 
variables were developed and/or adapted from the literature and the Australian Government’s Graduate Survey. 
More specifically, student engagement in learning, and some of the student connectedness items were developed 
from the ACER Australian Survey of Student Engagement, with additional items added to assess overall 
participation. Student connectedness also utilised items from Brown and Evans (2002), Libbey (2004) and Dean  
(2007). The measure for quality of facilitation was adapted from Hill (1995), which  provides a detailed list of 
academic and non-academic factors that contribute to service quality. These factors were summarised and grouped 
to cover the appropriate services offered at the participating university. The measures for co-creat ion experience and 
sole value creation were customised from the Graduate Careers Australia Course Experience Questionnaire 2010, 
with a small number of additional items developed specifically for the study. 
Exploratory factor analysis and reliab ility analysis were performed on each of the constructs. The maximum 
likelihood method was used for factor ext raction, with factor interpretation carried out by direct oblimin rotation. 
Cross loading items were deleted. The majority of factor loadings exceeded 0.7, while the α values for the item to 
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total correlation all exceeded 0.77. Construct validity was further demonstrated by confirmatory factor analysis 
using AMOS 19.0. St ructural equation modelling was used to test the hypothesized relationships between university 
facilitation, student connectedness, student engagement, co-creat ion experience and sole value creation. AMOS 19.0 
was used to analyze the data with maximum likelihood used for parameter estimation. 
The chi-square generated for the model was 188.73 (p  = 0.000, df = 82). The results were significant, which was 
not a surprise, given that chi-square is particularly sensitive to sample size (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012). A number of fit  
indices were examined to assess the fit of the model to the data. Bagozzi and Yi (2012) suggest four practical fit  
indices; RMSEA, NNFI (also TLI), CFI and SRMR. The fit indices indicated that the structural model fit the data 
adequately (CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05, n = 309). The proposed model exp lained 78% 
of the variance in the co-creation experience construct and 41% of the variance in the sole value creation construct. 
Five o f the eight structural path coefficients were found to be positive and significant. Table 1 shows the regression 
estimates and associated t-values and p-values for each hypothesized path. 
4.  Results and discussion 
Table 1 provides a summary of the results for the proposed relationships shown in Figure 1. The findings show 
that the co-creation experience (skills development and fostering readiness for employment and life) is positively  
related to university facilitation (environment and support, and input from staff) and student engagement (effort, 
planning and dedication), supporting Hypotheses 5 and 7 respectively. Of these, the strongest relationship appears 
between university facilitation and the co-creation experience (β = 0.68, p = 0.00) with a smaller effect for student 
engagement and the co-creation experience (β = 0.28, p = 0.00). 
Table 1. Path values for the structural model. 
HA Path Standardized beta coefficient t-value p-value 
H1 Student engagement → Independent value creation -0.12 -1.30 0.19 
H2 Student connectedness → Independent value creation 0.01 0.14 0.89 
H3 University facilitation → Student connectedness 0.69 8.39 0.00 
H4 University facilitation → Student engagement 0.44 3.98 0.00 
H5 University facilitation → Co-creation experience 0.68 5.19 0.00 
H6 Co-creation experience → Independent value creation  0.70 6.25 0.00 
H7 Student Engagement → Co-creation experience 0.28 3.42 0.00 
H8 Student connectedness → Co-creation experience 0.07 0.69 0.49 
Table 1 also shows that a significant and large effect was found for university facilitation on student 
connectedness (social activity and quality of relat ionships with students and staff) (β = 0.69, p = 0.00) and a 
moderate, positive effect on student engagement (β = 0.44, p = 0.00), supporting Hypotheses 3 and 4 respectively. 
Surprisingly there was no significant relat ionship between student connectedness and co-creation experience, 
therefore Hypothesis 8 was not supported. Further, whilst university facilitation  impacted on both variables: student 
engagement and student connectedness, these constructs had no direct effect on sole value creation (hypotheses 1 
and 2 are therefore, not supported). These findings support the importance of the provider (university) facilitation of 
both the co-creation experience and the ‘open’ area of customer value creat ion (student en gagement in our study), 
and are consistent with Grönroos and Ravald’s (2011) model. However, in contradiction of their model, student 
engagement does not lead directly  to the ‘closed’ (or individual) area of value formation (independent value 
creation). 
The largest effect identified in the model was between the students’ co -creation experience and their expectations 
about independent value creation (β  = 0.70, p = 0.00). Th is path supports hypothesis 6 and reinforces the theory that 
facilitation precedes co-production and co-creation, with the ultimate outcome being creation of value (or value-in-
use) by the consumer as a result of integrating relevant resources during the co -creation experience or in their own 
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ecosphere (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014). That is, the overall process in service logic reflects the importance of the 
interaction activit ies that students have with  the university process in building their confidence about their skills for 
work and post university life. It is of special interest that student connectedness, which is well recognised as a 
contributor to student ‘success’, is not related to the co-creation experience, as we have defined it. This area calls for 
further research in the education context. 
5.  Managerial implications  
The results of this study identify some key areas for tertiary institutions to consider when attempting to address 
transition issues and/or improve students’ confidence and feelings about their readiness for employment and 
community life. More specifically, the study highlights essential components in the design of value-generating 
processes for students: first, the processes and resources that will support a positive co -creation experience and, 
second, design that will be value-generating in employment and life. Our factors and measures provide indicators 
that could be used to tackle issues related to student experience and satisfaction. Based on the results, the logical 
starting point for managers is to review resources, that is, the activities and support mechanisms their institution 
currently has in place to help facilitate both student engagement and the co -creation experience. For example, 
providing opportunities for students to become more involved with the university and provide incentives for 
students to participate in such opportunities to allow the co-creation experience to occur so that expectations about 
sole value creation  are successfully built. We emphasise the observation made by Prahalad  and Ramaswamy (2004) 
more than a decade ago, in which they noted that products and services are facing commodization as never before, 
and specifically that “[Within  the] experience environment.. products can be commoditized but co-creation 
experiences cannot be” (p. 9). That is, “What has emerged as the basis for unique value to consumers is their 
experience (which is contextual)” (p. 9). 
Our findings provide details and empirical data to support the elements in Grönroos and Gummerus’ (2014) 
model in which they emphasise the two distinct sub-processes: suppliers providing resources, and opportunities for 
customers to consume them; so that everything in the service process supports the consumer’s own process of value 
creation. In this study, we have found that students’ feelings about skills development (e.g., p roblem-solving, 
communicat ion, planning, analysis) and factors important to work (e.g., enthusiasm for learning, valuing  broad 
perspectives, applying theory) are significant predictors of their beliefs about post university life, that is the value 
they will be able to create independently of the service provider and the factors that contribute to a positive co -
creation experience. Hence, providers wishing to enhance students’ perceptions of value outcomes would  be well 
advised to emphasise and foster these skills and attributes. 
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